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Were the use of the term consciousness to be forbidden for
a season, contemporary thought would be set the wholesome
task of discovering more definite terms with which to replace it,
and a very considerable amount of convenient mystery would
be dissipated. There is no philosophical term at once so
popular and so devoid of standard meaning. How can a term
mean anything when it is employed to connote anything and
everything, including its own negation ? One hears of the ob-
ject of consciousness and the subject of consciousness, and the
union of the two in self-consciousness ; of the private conscious-
ness, the social consciousness, and the transcendental con-
sciousness ; the inner and the outer, the higher and the lower,
the temporal and the eternal consciousness ; the activity and the
state of consciousness. Then there is consciousness-stuff, and
unconscious consciousness, called respectively mind-stuff for
short, and unconscious psychical states or subconsciousness to
avoid a verbal contradiction. This list is not complete, but
sufficiently amazing. Consciousness comprises everything that
is, and indefinitely much more. It is small wonder that the
definition of it is little attempted. One of the most successful
efforts is that of Professor Ladd, who regards consciousness as
the difference (presumably from the sleeper's point of view)
between waking and dreamless sleep. This is equivalent to
the difference between more or less of something, and nothing
at all; which is quite accurately true to current usage. Bald-
win's Dictionary of Philosophy defines consciousness, on the
one hand, as ' the distinctive character of whatever may be
called mental life,' and mind, on the other hand, as ' the indi-

1 Read before the American Philosophical Association, December 30, 1903.
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vidual's conscious process, together with the dispositions and
predispositions which condition it.' But it is more customary
to say frankly that the term is indefinable. If it were taken for
granted that it is therefore better left unemployed in exact
thinking, there would be no occasion for objection. But its inde-
finability is more commonly attributed to the profoundness of its
meaning. Indeed the definition of being in terms of conscious-
ness is set down as the surviving and most illuminating truth of
philosophy. The hope is expressed thai we may now postulate
it and proceed to more debatable matters." And consciousness
so regarded as the fundamental ontological truth, is called
upon to carry and protect man's moral and religious interests.
Especially in the nineteenth century has this term suffered the
taint of eulogy, through being made the watch-word of non-
materialism. The advocates of the spiritual man, never over-
scrupulous in their choice of weapons, have in this case been
willing to confound the enemy by confusing him. ' What are
you going to do with consciousness ?' asks the idealist. The
materialist, not knowing precisely what it is, but convinced that
it bears no resemblance to a motion or a secretion, does nothing
with it. Whereupon the idealist shows him what he can do
with matter, and the materialist, who is a stupid adversary at
best, takes refuge in a general protest against metaphysics.
The defeat of materialism is not to be regretted, but there must
be no uncritical acceptance of the victor. The term conscious-
ness as at present employed is too reminiscent of this contro-
versy. It stands for a general propaganda, which runs some-

1 "There are certain accepted doctrines of modern philosophy — e.g., that
knowledge is only of phenomena, not of anything unrelated to consciousness,
and that object and subject are correlative — from which this conclusion seems
to follow so inevitably, that anyone who has adopted it must enquire anxiously
why it is not more generally recognised. If nothing can enter into knowledge
that is unrelated to consciousness; if relation to a subject is necessary to make
an object, so that an object which no consciousness presented to itself wonld
not be an object at all; it >:> as dtflicult to see how the principle of unity, through
which phenomena become the connected system called the world of fc|.erionre,
can be found elsewhere than in consciousness, as it is to sec how the conscious-
ness exercising such a function can be a part of the world which it thhs at least
cooperates in making." Green's Prolegomena io Ethics, pp. 14, 15. Compare
the more recent statements of C. A. Strong, in Why the Mind ha* a Body, pp.
166, 1S3, 186. The criticism of such views as these is undertaken later iu the
present article.
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what as follows: psychology and transcendental logic disprove
materialism, seat God on his throne, and prove the immortality
of the soul. When one ceases to look upon them from the
standpoint of the counter-thesis of materialism, these are impos-
sible allies. Consciousness cannot mean everything and yet
mean anything. As a name for the psychological aspect of
experience, it may be shown to mean something definite and
important; but consciousness so interpreted is confused and mis-
conceived when called upon to serve as a metaphysical account
of being, and is no safeguard of man's spiritual interests. Con-
sideration of morality and religion will be omitted from the
present discussion, which will attempt first to account for and
define a concept of consciousness, and second to criticise its
metaphysical use.

Only a succssful analysis can justify the proposal to account
for this concept in terms of psychological experiences, the more
so since the term • psychological' must be defined at the same
time. But the arbitrariness of the procedure is at a minimum
when we begin where the race and the individual have presum-
ably begun to learn of these matters. Before a certain moment in
the development of reflection the self is theoretically indistin-
guishable from body, and conceptions of it throw no light on
the idea of consciousness; while after that moment the self is
conceived with definite reference to a specific type of experience
which has come to be noted and differentiated. That which
makes this difference between the early cosmological, and the
later radical or critical conceptions of the self, is the distinct
employment of a set of ideas signifying seeming or appearance.
While primitive experience is entirely free from any general
idea of the dependence of objects upon the knowing of them,
there are certain accepted cases in which an experience is
definitely recognized as my experience, or certain facts which
are regarded as deriving existence from ^for-me relation. This
is a very different idea from that of the functioning of the
sense-organs. That I see and hear and taste is a commonplace
of all experience, and I maj*study what I see, or the manner
of my seeing, without effecting any discontinuity in my prac-
tical or scientific world of things. But to believe that what I
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see is constituted by my seeing of it, is to define a new realm,
an anomalous science, and possibly a new philosophical method.
Such a belief must arise very early in connection with discred-
ited or illusory experiences. Illusions so vivid as dreams arc
doubtless in the beginning often regarded as unusually signifi-
cant experiences of objects, but such can scarcely be the case
with all dreams, with fever-deliriums, and with wanderings and
inventings of the imagination. And these adventures are
homogeneous with certain very familiar and normal happen-
ings. Experience is constantly correcting itself and discredit-
ing its earlier content. Observation and identification is a
process of self-correction. The surviving judgment is the last
of a series of discarded judgments which were once as living
as itself. They are not the object A, but ' what I thought,'
• the way it seemed to me then,' my mistake, or confusion. To
be sure, such retrospect is not demanded for the direct purpose
of observation or identification, but they cannot altogether
escape the notice even of the man of affairs. They tend, as in
the case of the double images, to be neglected because not im-
portant. They become important, however, whenever the task
of thinking becomes specialized, and interest is aroused in con-
ditions that tend to determine its success or failure. Error and
confusion come then to be attended to, and designated as a
realm of idiosyncracy, to be corrected or repudiated by the wise
man. The appearance of these ideas in early Greek philosophy
is familiar history. They determine the common distinction
between • truth ' and ' opinion *; and the Protagorean doctrine
is an inference from them.1 The aspect of experience recog-

1 A. special interest attaches to the earliest statements of this idea in philos-
ophy. The following are representative :

"It is not meet to act and speak, like men asleep." "The waking have
one and the same world, bnt the sleeping torn aside each into a world of his
own." Heraclitus, Fragments 94 and 95 in Bnraet'a Early Greek Philosophers.

" Welcome, noble youth, that contest to my abode on the car that bears thee
tended by immortal charioteers. It is no ill chance, bnt justice and right that
has sent thee forth to travel on this way. Far, indeed, does it lie from the
beaten trade of men! Meet it is them shouldst learn all things, as well the un-
shaken heart of persuasive truth, as the opinions of mortals in which is no true
belief at all. Yet none the less shalt thou learn of these things also, since thou
most judge approvedly of the things that seem to men as thou goest through
all things in thy journey." Parmenides, in Barnet, op. cit., p. 184.
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nized in this old epistemological criticism has played an im-
portant part in modern philosophy, where it appears notably in
Spinoza's conception of modality and inadequate ideas, in
Kant's manifold of the internal sense, and in Hegel's doctrine
of subjective spirit. It furnishes the most likely definition of
the field of psychology, and with reference to its bearing upon
this problem, let us consider the analysis independently of its
history.

The first intent or bearing of experience is objective,1 as
expressed in the judgment, that is A. But experience proves
to be self-corrective. The content of A grows in the direction
of its own completeness. A is in the first instance more or less
problematical, and increases in articulateness. While the direc-
tion or interest remains the same, this experience is homogene-
ous, an experience, we say, of the same thing, or context of
things. But an act of attention is possible whereby the direc-
tion is reversed. With this new interest there now appears a
series of corrected experiences, to any degree of inadequacy-
These specific limitations may be noted and attributed to specific
conditions. In this wise the corrected and replaced experience,
in contradiction to the corrective experience, is viewed as merely
my experience, a term of my blindness and struggle. Since I
have now apprehended the thing itself, I can define my more or
less successful purpose with reference to the thing. In ordinary
experience I have my face to reality and my back to such of the

"And the soul is like the eye : when resting upon that on which troth
and being shine, the son perceives and understands, and is radiant with intel-
ligence ; but when turned towards the twilight of becoming and perishing,
then she has opinion only, and goes blinking about, and is first of one opinion
and then another, and seems to have no intelligence." Plato, Republic 508 D,
Jowett's translation. Cf. 510, 511.

" The senses are variously named hearing, seeing, smelling ; there is the
sense of heat, cold, pleasure, pain, desire, fear, and many more which are
named, as well as innumerable others which have no name ; with each of them
there is born an object of sense,— all sorts of colours born with all sorts of sight
and sounds iu like manner with hearing, and other objects with the other
senses." From Plato's exposition of Pivtagoras iu Theactetus 156 B, Jowett's
translation Cf. 157.

• lam at pains in this part of the analysis to avoid any verbal suggestion
of the indispensableness of the subject-object relation. I shall, therefore, so
far as possible, use the terms ' thing ' aud 'real' rather than the equivocal term
'object.'
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cognitive process as I have passed by. But I may turn and be-
hold the way I have come, together with its stages; and these
latter I now denominate joints of vie-w in contradiction to that
which may be so viewed. Such is the psychical fact and the
reflection required for the identification of it. Let us turn to
the consideration of examples.

The most unequivocal instance is the dream. This is a
definite type of invalid experience, recognized as such from the
standpoint of a valid corrective experience. Were there only
dreaming, there would be no dreaming. Either I must myself
awake or have my illusions observed by another, who both
knows them and knows beyond them. The waking and the
dreaming differ in that the former not only succeeds the latter,
but includes and replaces it; while the latter on the other hand
knows nothing of the former. The waking experience defines
my dreaming, and in the presence of the real judges it to be
unreal. When I wake up to the actual situation, my dreaming
takes on the duller hues of a subjectivity and fancy which I
significantly call my own.

There is a similar distinction between the narratives of the
historian and the eye-witness. The historian corrects the ex-
periences of the eye-witness by marshalling contemporaneous
events and by eliminating the more accidental sequences and
coincidences of observation. In view of the real order of
events, the uncritical report of an individual may be circum-
scribed and identified as such. A continuous scries of maps of
the battle-ground, with the formations and movements of the
combatants, would so include and transcend the order of occur-
rence in the experience of a soldier of the ranks.

Let us turn to those instances that are due to the deliber-
ate psychological interest. The need both of an included
and of a supervening experience is here determinative of a
method, and is most clearly in evidence in the case of compara-
tive and experimental research. The experience of the animal,
child, savage, or abnormal subject, is viewed as within a valid
world of experience, and interpreted in terms of specific and
characteristic limiting conditions. In experiment these limiting
conditions are in part artificially provided, and with them is
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coordinated the report of the subject, the whole being contained
in the presumably or practically unlimited experience of the
investigator.

But lastly let us consider the more crucial case of introspec-
tion, and in particular, introspective attention to perception.
How is the psychological manifold differentiated from the thing-
manifold where there are no social relations involved? The
possibility of it is clear, the manner of it obscure. I can analyze
my perceiving on the one hand and the object of my perceiving
on the other with quite different results, and yet in the perception
they are indistinguishable. The difference must lie in my
interest, or in the direction of my attention, and it appears here
also that one interest is fundamentally determinative. Indeed,
the method is essentially identical with the judgment, * I have
been dreaming,' except that in this case the invalidity of the
corrected experience is less radical. Introspection is retrospec-
tive attention to an experience which I now surround and sur-
mount. That more or less complete apprehension which can
now become a distinct manifold for me because I compare it with
the occasion itself, I call my state. The actual method employed
in this type of investigation is commonly hidden on account of
the rapid alternation of interests. My objective experience is
constantly awaking from new dreams. I must oscillate rapidly
between the standpoints of experimenter and subject. From
my standpoint as experimenter, my experience as subject is the
relatively inadequate experience whose boundaries I may now
view retrospectively and whose limiting conditions I endeavor
to analyze. Consider the case of my perception of a house,
which tends to reveal to me its true geometrical form, together
with the totality of its exterior and interior. In ordinary ex-
perience I have it so present to me; practically, as is attested by
my dealings with it, and theoretically, as is attested by my de-
scription of it to another. But I may compare with this valid
experience the inadequacies which are contained and compen-
sated for within it. My corrected spatial perspective would
constitute such an inadequacy, and I may analyze this as respects
its content, and as respects the manner and the means where-
with the correction is made. In such procedure the house has
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been regarded as the culminating event in a process of mind,
and the factors determined by such an analysis are called states
of mind. This interpretation of the method of introspection
might be further and more readily illustrated with reference to
imagination and memory. The same method holds in the case
of feeling, this psychical factor appearing in the experience, /
•want or like A, in contradistinction to the experience, A is good.
Feeling is an invalid judgment of worth. In each case the field
of psychology comes into view only when an incomplete ex-
perience is recognized as such from the standpoint of an experi-
ence regarded as objective. The corrected or discredited
experience so determined critically in an experience of things,
is regarded as merely my experience, and may be analyzed as
such. But we must have passed beyond the psychical to be-
come aware of it. These psychical data cannot be called
things or reals in the same sense as the standard objects, for
they are completed and replaced by the latter. We therefore
provide a radically different category for them, and recognize
that their content is common to themselves and to things, while
their specific character is given them by their limitations and
context.

Accepting for the present this definition of consciousness in
terms of relativity, let us examine the attempt to construe it as
a philosophy. Such a theory might properly be designated as
psychological idealism, and is known under the names of per-
ceptual idealism, phenomenalism and sensationalism. This
theory arises from the thought of the possibility of indefinitely
extending the psychological manifold. Every corrective experi-
ence may, and tends to become in turn, a corrected experience.
There is no experience of which one may not come to say, ' it
is my state,' or, «it is your state.' " At first sight," says Walter
Pater, who styles himself a new Cyrenaic, "experience seems
to bury us under a flood of external objects, pressing upon us
with a sharp and importunate reality, calling us out of ourselves
in a thousand forms of action. But when reflexion begins to
act upon these objects they are dissipated under its influence;
the cohesive force seems suspended like a trick of magic; each
object is loosed into a group of impressions—colours, odour, tex-
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ture—in the mind of the observer. • • • Experience, already
reduced to a swarm of impressions, is ringed round for each one
of us by that thick wall of personality through which no real
voice has ever pierced on its way to us, or from us to that which
we can only conjecture to be without. Every one of these
impressions is the impression of the individual in his isolation,
each mind keeping as a solitary prisoner its own dream of a
world." ' On such grounds one reaches the generalization that
every knowable object is someone's perception, or the more
radical persuasion that every knowable object is his own per-
ception. The only definable being is seeming. In terms of
the above analysis, this is equivalent to the proposition that
everything so far as knowledge is concerned is invalid experi-
ence. To assert this proposition is, of course, to plead scep-
ticism. But even as scepticism it is not tenable, since it is a
criticism of experience according to a principle. There can be
no experience of a world in which each mind keeps ' as a soli-
tary prisoner its own dream of a world.' The Protagorean
mind must itself have awakened and broken from its prison.
Madame Ackermann is quoted as saying : " My last word will
be: ' I have been dreaming. '" ' But in that moment she will
at last have ceased to dream. Relativism will not do as a doc-
trine, though it may serve as an apology for silence. And
where the Protagorean principle has been asserted, it has almost
invariably been associated with a deeper metaphysics calculated
to make this principle itself a psychological one. In the case
of Protagoras himself, the world was conceived with Heraclitus
and Democritus as essentially motion. Perception is itself a
type of motion, and so incapable of fixing upon permanent
being. But motion itself is otherwise and distinctly conceived,
so that perception is defined in terms of being, and as within a
world. Such JS clearly the case with all definitions of the per-
ceptual realm in terms of so-called ' secondary qualities.' Where
the motive of the physical sciences is the determining one, and
this is very commonly the case, the world gets itself divided into
the physical and the psychological realms, the former being

1 The Renaissance, pp. 247-248.
'James, Vancltes of'Kehgious Experience, p. 63.
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employed as the standard and defining world. And here a
subsequent reduction of knowledge to psychological terms is
evidently contradictory.

The perceptual idealism of Berkeley announces subjectivity
as an ontological, and not merely an epistemological principle.
The famous dictum, «esse est percipi,' is the ontological
counterpart of the more ancient dictum, ' Uduzuv xpyfidrwv
fihpov ivOpuiTzoz.' But it appears shortly that to be is rather to
perceive, or to cause to perceive. The soul and God are the
real terms of the perceptual relation, and they are themselves
revealed in another order of cognition. Berkeley's later tendency
to abandon his perceptual idealism for one of the Platonic type
is well-known, and emphasizes his inability to make an objective
order out of the psychological realm. But he persisted in this
course so far that he made content and subjectivity coextensive,
and was then under the necessity of adding the objectivity all
at once and abstractly. The same necessity is interestingly
exhibited in the case of J. S. Mill, whose category of ' possible
experience' functions similarly as objectivity conceptually and
artificially superadded to a content that has been stripped of it.

Sensationalism in its other modern and contemporary phases
scarcely warrants 6erious treatment. It commonly defines
sensations as events within a physical world, and then gravely
announces that these sensations, as the simplest terms of intro-
spective analysis, are the ultimate beings. But the perfection
of this contradiction is enlightening. The sensation is the
quintessence of relativity. It signifies objectivity at a minimum
and subjectivity at a maximum. Simple pressure, or the lonely
and unrecognized sound, are the first dawning or the last wan-
ing of objects. But they are such vanishing points only in the
light of their all but entire inadequacy. In themselves these
pulses of experience are objective, and are remarkable only
when we come to consider the great degree of their deficiency.
Sensationalism means the attempt to define being in terms of
what it is not. Indeed, such a plan is virtually announced in
the language of all relativists. The Protagorean proposition
stated ontologically would read: all things are the human
measure of them, which contains the same substitution of a
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passive for an active or neuter verb that is remarkable in the
Berkeleyan principle. But any account of being in terms of
another than itself is as unprofitable as it is contradictory.

The transcendental idealist would doubtless regard the dis-
cussion up to this point as a stage in the development of his own
argument, and he must now be reckoned with quite independ-
ently. His doctrine is established with direct critical reference
to psychological idealism. The impossibility of defining ob-
jects in terms of relativity is allowed to conduct the thinker dia-
lectically to the conception of the absolute. The sequel to my
error or exclusiveness, is truth or inclusiveness. The outcome
of this dialectic is determined by the symmetry of the antithesis.
Corrected experience implies a last correcting experience;
partial cognition, complete cognition; empirical subject, a
transcendental subject; finite mind, an absolute mind. Hence
being is definable as for a standard, complete, transcendental or
absolute consciousness. Now it is evident that the validity of
this reasoning depends upon the degree to which the limiting
adjective determines the meaning of the substantive. If con-
sciousness means limitation, then absolute consciousness is a
phrase but not an idea. Where consciousness is recognized as
relative, what does it mean apart from that relativity? This
question has remained unanswered so far as transcendentalism
is concerned. But if consciousness known as experience rela-
tive to a point of view, is not defined save in terms of that cir-
cumscription, then to retain the concept of consciousness for a
realm defined as free from just that factor of circumscription, is
sheer absurdity.

Let us consider briefly the Kantian foundation of transcen-
dentalism. The Critique of Pure Reason taken as a whole,
informs us that the object, so far at any rate as knowable,
can be neither inside nor outside of my private consciousness.
The dilemma is solved by defining the object as apperceived
by a transcendental ego which is the ideal cognitive subject
logically immanent in my consciousness. This subject remains
for Kant a law of my consciousness and thus dwells in
that logical realm which is neither soul nor nature, until it
enters into the real world under the form of faith. But its



CONCEPTIONS OF CONSCIOUSNESS. *93

relation to the realm of knowledge is such as to define nature
as phenomenal on the ground that it falls between the unthought
world on the one hand, and the completely thought world on
the other; between the residual objectivity of the perceptual
experience, and the ideal objectivity of the conceptual exper-
ience. There is too much or not enough of consciousness in the
natural world to permit of its being a world of things; too much
because space and time are merely subjective necessities, and
too little because these forms of perception are such as prevent
the realization of the ideal of subjectivity itself. The phenom-
enal realm is distinguished from such a realm as would have
its being independently of thought, and such a realm as would
have its being in the perfection of thought. So far as theory
is in question Kant leaves us here. For the post-Kantian who
wishes to define a metaphysical doctrine, there are two possi-
bilities. He may conceive that successful thought ceases to be
distinguishable as thought, and therefore realizes being as
independent of thought; or he may conceive that successful
thought is still essentially thought and therefore realizes only its
own consummation. Kant's phrase ' intelligible intuition ' per-
mits either interpretation; the former is the way of realism of
the Platonic type, the latter the way of post-Kantian idealism.
But the only account of mind that is offered even by the
idealist is an account in terms of its practical function with
reference to the things which it seeks to evisage. As in
Kant's delimitation of the realm of the internal sense as psy-
chological, the realm of physical or external experience becomes
for the moment a realm of things ; so in any delimitation of the
phenomenal world as a whole, the noumenal world becomes a
realm of things. Now if I define my real world to escape my
subjectivity why should I call it my transcendental self? Kant
himself refused to do it when he maintained that the logical
subject, or transcendental ego, was not a real. I might as well
call it an objective subject, or an absolute relative. The con-
tradiction is only thinly disguised in the common language of
idealism. This theory finds no difficulty in an absolute point
of view (or Absolute's -point of view), as though anything ab-
solute could be a point of view at all. To transcend my point
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of view, I am to employ a transcendent point of view. Since
in knowledge I must escape subjectivity, I resort to a supreme
subject. It is like defining riches as transcendental poverty, or
satiety as transcendental hunger. Suppose an orifice through
which light shines upon a wall: the disk is then due to the ori-
fice. Remove the orifice, and the generally diffused light is due,
according to the transcendental idealist, to a transcendental
orifice.

But possibly we do this type of idealism an injustice through
not advancing in its behalf the direct and positive argument for
consciousness in consideration of its synthetic function. This
argument is sufficiently obscure to make one fearful of stating
it in behalf of another; but it seems to mean that truth is a
gathering up, systematizing, or relating of terms, and that such
is exclusively the property of thought. Now I may see the
logical evidence for a connection without seeing any evidence
for the dependence of that connection upon my seeing. My
judgment does not attest its own indispensableness. Only a
later judgment can so define my first judgment as a judgment
at all. The judgment so discovered has, moreover, an indi-
viduality or numerical uniqueness that forbids the definition of
its object in terms of it. Were the triangle constituted by the
defining thought of it, there would be a triangle for ever}' such
judgment, but no such thing as a triangle. That truth is a syn-
thetic activity of thought must be a psychological truth, i. <?., it
has reference to my access to truth rather than to truth itself.
It is biographically true that when I apprehend a law, or prin-
ciple or definition, I comprehend a number of terms together and
in relation. I reach the truth by combining, as, notably, in the
case of my knowledge of similarity. But it would be folly to
claim that therefore things are made similar by their combi-
nation in my experience. Things are not made similar by
seeming similar. In seeming similarity there is doubtless a
peculiar unity. Two similar seemings will not make a seeming
similarity. But this has to do with the peculiar relational char-
acter of the psychical manifold, and not with the truth of simi-
larity. It is true, of course, that a succession of feelings is not
a feeling of succession, but this does not point at all to the
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dependence of the former upon the latter. It is the transcen-
dentalisms favorite complaint against the empiricist that he con-
fuses psychology with logic, but his own arguments for ideal-
ism turn upon this very confusion. His psychology of thought
is an improvement upon the crude associational theory, but they
are none the less psychology. And in the metaphysical use of
his theory he identifies the object of knowledge with the know-
ing. He makes being out of the psychology of logic, and by
a dialectic that is in this respect essentially indistinguishable
from that of the sensationalist, he defines the real in terms of
that activity, purposiveness, or category of objectivity which
he regards as the most important factor of the knowing state.
Indeed, he quite frankly acknowledges that metaphysics and
psychology coincide in the conception of the self. There is
space here for only a brief independent consideration of this con-
ception, but sufficient to do justice to its serviceablenese as a
general ontological principle.

Self-consciousness is introduced to terminate the series of
relativities defined by a perceptual idealism. If A be for B, B
for C, and C for D, there must eventually be an M, such that
while A, B, C and D are for M, M is for itself. The difficulty
here centers in the proposition, * A is for itself,' which for our
critical purposes we may treat in a purely dialectical manner.
If there be no difference between M and • itself' there can be
no relation between them except that of identity, M is Jtf, which
is the category of the thing. If M and ' itself' are not alike,
then Mx is for Mv and the original perceptual series is pro-
longed interminably, or Mx — Mt must be regarded as a unique
and organic relationship itself constitutive of a new thing JV,
which itself does not derive existence from relation to a mind.
So we must either content ourselves with a world that is phe-
nomenal and face the contradiction that is virtualty contained
in such a proposition, or consent sooner or later to regard the
terminus of thought as a thing not constituted by that thought.
And such a consent is in reality prior both temporally and logic-
ally to the conception of subjectivity. The error here is sub-
stantially the same as that which lies at the root of the other two
transcendentalist arguments; the terms of psychology are mis-
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applied to a totality of which by definition they signify only an
abstracted aspect. The term consciousness has reference to
relativity and exclusion within a world of reals, and therefore
cannot signify a principle constitutive of that world itself.

It is the chief interest of faith that certain values shall sur-
vive and be consummated. If consciousness be either a specific
and unique kind of thing, as certain so-called ' spiritualistic'
philosophers would have us believe, or a general form of all
being, it cannot be centrally important in such an issue. But
if taken to signify selection within the realm of things, then,
though it cannot be the ontological first principle, yet as the
most general category defining a self it will apply either to psy-
chology or the religious aspect of metaphysics. It must be
admitted that error is an outstanding problem. But that
circumstance is at least equally difficult for the subjective
idealist. Grant him his absolute subject, and finite experiences
with their relativity and exclusiveness are a totally new problem,
which the general and innocuous pervasiveness of consciousness
does nothing to solve.1

1 The MSS. of this article was received on April 12,1904.—ED.


